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November 2,2005 7:43 PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
US. Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Mullin 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Thomas Talbot 
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November 2,2005 2:Ol PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U S .  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residemial and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding hurden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all acros6 America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a memher, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Talbot 

cc: 
FCC G.ener$ E,md Box 

I ,  , .  . . ,  I 



Representative Eric Cantor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
329 Cannon House Office Buildmg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Cantor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Senice Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

J.R: Blankenbaker 

i I  cc: 
. , .  , .  FCC General Email Box 
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November 2.2005 8:42 PM 

Senator Joseph Biden 
U.S. Senate 
201 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Biden: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federol law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. AS o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  u flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to henring about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Smith 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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3:18 PM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Senator Martinez: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes thot system t o  a f la t  fee, that meons that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

R Plemons 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Dolores Kolbasook 

886 Smith Road, Maysville, NC 28555 

November 2,2005 5:35 PM 

Representative Walter Jones 
US.  House of Representatives 
422 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Jones: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oflicials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dolores Kolbasook 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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November 2,2005 5:39 PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
US. Senate 
7 1 1 Hart Senate OEce Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Senice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiiends, family and neighbon, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

archie konschnik 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 11:54 AM 

Senator John Rockefeller 
US. Senate 
531 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Rockefeller: 

I have serious concerns regording the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family ond neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know. USF is currently collected on R revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cast more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to chonge t o  a flat fee system soon ond without legislation. 

I wil l  continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Wells 

cc: 
FCC General Emoil Box 



Billie Sims \ A 7006 I 3, 

2472 S. McClelland St. , Covington, IN 47932 k I L u r -  

Representative John Hostettler 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1214 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hostettler: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my sewice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Billie Sims 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



_. ., --. .~ 

-* -." . .  ., ,.,. . .., , ("  .,,. LtG]'!. '. i 

rm 1 

I *." 

Dcboroh Bender 

7227 Moeller Rd Lot 240, Fort Wayne, IN 46809-1969 

Senator Evan Bayh 
US. Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bayh: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many law-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary, I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Bender 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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November 2,2005 11:Ol AM 

Senator Jon Corzine 
US. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Carzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I om oware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or “pass along” these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ernestine F. Manzo 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 2,2005 7 5 3  PM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay mnre into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearins about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Richard Vami 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 10:52 PM 

Representative Lamar Smith 
US. House o f  Representatives 
2184 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Smith: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system i o  o flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or “pass along“ these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged foirly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wil l  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forword t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

john moross 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Senator Mark Dayton 
US. Senate 
123 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dayton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you far your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

DALE SJOBLOM 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



. 

Representative Bart Stupak 
US. House of Representotives 
2352 Royburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-M)Ol 

Subject: Re: Federol-State Joint Boord on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Representative Stupok 

I have serious concerns regording the Federal Communicotions Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flot fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes thot system to o flot fee, thot means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same omount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f lot fee tax could cause mony low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical ond unnecessory. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all ocross 
America 
The Keep USF Foir Coalition. of which I am a member, keeps me informed obout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date informotion on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware 
that federal low does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am chorged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to o numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lo t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue ond continue t o  spreod the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work ond I look forword to hearing obout your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy Brown 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



- 

, ': 

Anthony Franklin 

513 Ave C , Fort Madison, I A  52627 

FEB 1 4 ' "  ' 

Representative Jim Leach 
US. House of Representatives 
2186 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

bear Representative Leach: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f lot fee tax could cause mony low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
rodical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
Americo. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a f la t  fee system soon ond without legislation. 

I will  continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you poss along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Franklin 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Lucia Thomas 

2754 Blue Hen Ct. , Harrisburg, PA 17112-9121 

Representotive Tim Holden 
US. House of Representatives 
2417 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Holden: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  o monthly flot fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use mare pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the some amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should Mt be penalized far doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers. t o  give up their phones due to unaffordoble monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary, I n  addition, it would have n highly detrimental effect on small businsses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote infarmatian on their website, including links to FCC information. While I om aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to chonge t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately offect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lucio Thomas 

cc: 
FCC General Emoil Box 



Lucille Fuchs 

6181 Jane Road, Doraville, t A  30340-1624 

November 2,2005 8:59 PM 

Senator Saxby Chambliss 
US. Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Chambliss: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more p y  more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, thot means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including l i nk  to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or  “pas along“ these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according t o  the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change to a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wil l  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency, 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lucille Fuchs 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Gary Welch 

9972 Woodstone Tr ,  Tucson, AZ 85742-8912 

November 30,2005 5:15 PM 

Senator Jon Kyl 
U.S. Senate 
730 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kyl  

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Gary Welch 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Representative James Langevin 
US.  House of Representatives 
109 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Langevin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Servim Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minntes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and lo w-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee sysitem soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat foe tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John J Mc Carthy 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



December 1,2005 7:35 AM 

Representative Lloyd Doggett 
U.S. House of Representatives 
201 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Doggett: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality 
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick McKimmey 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



. 

Camila Lawson 
126 Da Gama Drive, Universal City, TX 78148 

FEB 1 4  lUub 

~ c c  - rm:-r.., .. a . -.- 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US.  Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shfting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality 
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Camila Lawson 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 30,2005 5:28 PM 

Senator John Sununu 
US. Senate 
11 1 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Sununu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including l inks to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax. could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Norman Mallett 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



, .- 

November 30,2005 5 :  19 PM 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
US. Senate 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and N ~ I  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the finding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concern to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Nemeth 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Notember 2,2005 7:49 PM 

Senator Sam Brownback 
U.S. Senate 
303 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Brownback 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessiuy. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy White 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


